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Del Arroz, John@Coastal

From: Dean Francois <savethestrand@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 3:07 AM
To: Del Arroz, John@Coastal
Subject: Wed Aug 14 - W9b – CC hearing-substantial issue exists. Protect public’s view of the 

Ocean. Grant a hearing and approve with mitigation the 1000 Esplanade project.
Attachments: photo_Exh3_p6.pdf; sc.pdf

TO the Coastal Commission Staff:  Please distribute this communication to all Commissioners and have it received and 
filed at the Public Hearing in Santa Cruz, as i will not be able to attend.  If you are not able to print or copy the 
attachments, it may not be required since they are already in your staff report. 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Your CC staff report analysis on scenic resources does not dispute there is a public view of the ocean that will be blocked 
by the new project.   They are basing their complete denial of a substantial issue on their opinion that the view being 
blocked is only minor <  see p 10>. 
 
Public views over private property:  Staff was correct in stating that the city staff report was flawed in that the city 
report stated that public views over private property are not protected.   But CC staff erroneously concludes that since 
the blockage of the view isn't significant, the issue does not support a substantial issue to grant a hearing.  <p 11>.   
 
Consider the fact that the city council acted with a flawed city staff report, and voted 3 to 2, with 2 council members 
voting against the project because they believed it violated the coastal act.  And a councilman is a part of this appeal.  
The fact that that council made this decision with such a basic flaw in their own report means that the council decision 
outcome could have been quite different. 
 
Consider the fact that this represents the cornerstone of the coastal act.  The act does not say anything about a 
substantial blockage of a coastal view.  The fact that it blocks any view should be enough to as a minimum grant a 
hearing. 
 
Many residents are opposed to this project.  You have a copy of all of the signatures on our petition close to 300 people.  
The hearing in Santa Cruz is far from where people are able to attend.  As a minimum at least grant a hearing that can be 
heard in San Diego in October, where people are able to attend. 
 
Consider the precedent that has been set.  The commission voted unanimously several years ago that a substantial issue 
existed on an appeal of a property at the corner of knob hill and the esplanade in the same city.  That was a 
development project going up a story and involved blocking just a partial ocean view that was already partially blocked. 
 
Please consider the Sierra Club position and the public’s right to an ocean view.  As you know the California Coastal Act 
states: “...permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal 
areas.” 
Please vote to grant a hearing in October and require the developer to revise the project to mitigate this public view 
obstruction by cutting the corner and providing a side or slanted angled approach or other such means.  Or he is able to 
go down and increase his project by 1 or 2 stories as well, and keep the current setback. 
 
I have attached 2 pages that you already have from the staff report as a reminder.  Note the lower picture directly from 
your report (exhibit 3 page 6) that shows about 1/3 of a blockage of the public view from Ave B, and the other 
attachment is a letter from the Sierra Club. 

jdelarroz
Text Box
Letters of Opposition Page 1 of 4



2

 
Please call me and discuss this issue and listen to the few that may be able to travel to speak in our favor. 
 
 
 
 
 Dean Francois 
 
Protectors of Public Ocean Views 
www.SaveTheStrand.info 
 
po box 1544;  hermosa beach, ca 90254 
 
tele: 1‐310‐318‐3326 
 
cell:  1‐310‐938‐2191 
 
 
 
read article here:  http://www.dailybreeze.com/news/ci_23366347/redondo‐beach‐condo‐battle‐heats‐up 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY                                                                                     EDMUND G. BROWN, Jr., Governor 
 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071  

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT:  APPEAL SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:    City of Redondo Beach 
 
LOCAL DECISION:    Approval with Conditions 
 
APPEAL NUMBER:    A-5-RDB-13-0222 
 
APPLICANT: Paseo Investments LLC   AGENT: Srour & Associates 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 1000 Esplanade, Redondo Beach, Los Angeles County 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a 6-unit residential condominium project 
 
APPELLANTS: Bill Brand, Dean Francois, Nadine Meissner, Jeanne 

Zimmer, Jeff Carlson 
 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal raises NO 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.  
The submitted appeal raises no substantial issue regarding whether the City-approved 
development conforms with the City of Redondo Beach certified Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) because the City's approval of the proposed project is consistent with the view 
protection policies of the LCP. 
 
The subject development is a proposal for the demolition of an existing 8 unit apartment 
building and detached garage and the construction of a new 6 unit condominium 
structure.  The site is located on the landward side of Esplanade, the first public road 
paralleling the sea.  The site is located within 300 feet of the top of a coastal bluff, an 
area where development approved by the City of Redondo Beach pursuant to its certified 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) is appealable to the Coastal Commission.  The subject site 
has a land use designation of Residential Medium Density, which allows 23.3 units per 
acre. 
 
The appellants contend that the project approved by the City is inconsistent with the 
City’s certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the following reasons:  a)Project does 
not conform to Coastal Act Section 30251; b) City’s action does not maximize public 
views to the coastline; c) City’s action incorrectly found that the LCP does not protect 
public views which cross private property.  

Filed:          7/19/2013 
49th Day:     9/6/2013 
Staff:    John Del Arroz-LB 
Staff Report: July 31, 2013 
Hearing Date: August 14, 2013 
Commission Action: 

W9b 
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In this case, there is substantial factual support for the City’s decision regarding the 
consistency of the proposed project with the view protection policies of the City’s 
certified Local Coastal Program.  The project is consistent with the development 
standards for the site, the project’s impacts on views are minor and limited in scope, and 
the LCP does not include policies requiring a view corridor down Avenue B. Therefore, 
the appeal raises no substantial issue regarding the conformity of the locally approved 
development with the LCP.  Therefore, staff is recommending that the Commission find 
that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds upon which the appeal was 
filed.  
 
If the Commission adopts the staff recommendation, the Commission will not hear the 
application de novo and the local action will become final and effective.  The motion to 
carry out the staff recommendation is on Page 6 of this report. 
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Carlson 

2. Site Plans 
3. View Simulations 
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 
 
City of Redondo Beach Certified Local Coastal Program 
Appeal by Bill Brand, Dean Francois, Nadine Meissner, Jeanne Zimmer, Jeff Carlson 
City Permit Record for local Coastal Development Permit 2013-04-CDP-004 
Coastal Development Permit 2013-04-CDP-004 
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I. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 
 
Local Coastal Development Permit 2013-04-CDP-004 was approved by the City of 
Redondo Beach on July 2, 2013.  Based on the date of receipt of the Notice of Final 
Action, the ten (10) working day appeal period for local Coastal Development Permit 
2013-04-CDP-004  began on July 6, 2013 and ran through July 19, 2013.  An appeal of 
local Coastal Development Permit 2013-04-CDP-004 was received from Bill Brand, 
Dean Francois, Nadine Meissner, Jeanne Zimmer, and Jeff Carlson on July 19, 2013 (see 
Exhibit 1), within the allotted ten (10) working day appeal period. 
 
 
II. APPEAL PROCEDURES 
 
 
After certification of Local Coastal Programs, the Coastal Act provides for limited 
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on Coastal 
Development Permits.  Developments approved by cities or counties may be appealed if 
they are located within the appealable areas, such as those located between the sea and 
the first public road paralleling the sea, or within 100-feet of any wetland, estuary, or 
stream, or within 300-feet of the top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff.  Furthermore, 
developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not a designated 
"principal permitted use" under the certified LCP.  Finally, any local government action 
on a proposed development that would constitute a major public work or a major energy 
facility may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county. [Coastal Act 
Section 30603(a)]. 
 
Section 30603(a)(1) and (a)(2) of the Coastal Act establishes the project site as being in 
an appealable area because it is located within 300 feet of the top of a coastal bluff. 
 
Section 30603 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

(a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local 
government on a Coastal Development Permit application may be 
appealed to the Commission for only the following types of developments: 

 
(1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea 

and the first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of 
the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the 
sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance. 

 
(2) Developments approved by the local government not included 

within paragraph (1) that are located on tidelands, submerged 
lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, 
stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any 
coastal bluff. 
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The grounds for appeal of a local government action approving a Coastal Development 
Permit for development in the appealable area are stated in Section 30603(b)(1), which 
states: 
 

(b)(1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to 
an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set 
forth in the certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies 
set forth in this division. 

 
The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a "substantial 
issue" or "no substantial issue" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed 
project.  Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hold a de 
novo hearing on the appealed project unless the Commission determines that no 
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal. 
 
If Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no motion 
from the Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be 
considered moot, and the Commission will proceed to the de novo portion of the public 
hearing on the merits of the project.  The de novo portion of the hearing may be 
scheduled at the same hearing or a subsequent Commission hearing.  The de novo 
hearing on the merits of the project uses the certified LCP as the standard of review.  In 
addition, for projects located between the first public road and the sea, findings must be 
made that any approved project is consistent with the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act.  Sections 13110-13120 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the 
appeal hearing process. 
 
If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have an opportunity to address whether the appeal raises a 
substantial issue.  The Chair will set the time limit for public testimony at the time of the 
hearing.  As noted in Section 13117 of the California Code of Regulations, the only 
persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue portion of the 
appeal process are the applicants, persons who opposed the application before the local 
government (or their representatives), and the local government.  Testimony from other 
persons must be submitted in writing. 
 
Upon the close of the public hearing regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial 
issue, the Commission will vote on the substantial issue matter.  It takes a majority of 
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of 
the subject project. 
 
If the Commission finds this appeal raises a substantial issue, at the de novo hearing, the 
Commission will hear the proposed project de novo and all interested persons may speak.  
The de novo hearing for this appeal will occur at a subsequent meeting date.  What is 
before the Commission, at this time, is the question of whether or not this appeal raises a 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds for the appeal. 
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III. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
 
MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-RDB-13-

0222 raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which 
the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No 
Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  If the 
Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de 
novo and the local action will become final and effective.  The motion passes only by an 
affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO FIND NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 
 
The Commission finds that Appeal No. A-5-RDB-13-0222 does not present a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the 
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 
IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
 
A. Project Description 
 
1. Vicinity and Existing Development On Site: 
 
The site is located at 1000 Esplanade, at the corner of Esplanade, and Avenue B.  The lot 
is about 75’ x 150’, with an area of approximately 11,259.  The site is about 0.9 miles 
south of the Redondo Beach Pier.  The site currently contains an existing eight unit 
approximately 34.5 feet high apartment building built between 1932 and 1941, and a 7 
space detached garage.  A Historic Resources Evaluation was prepared by Kaplan Chen 
Kaplan, which found that the existing structure on the site warrants a C rating.  As a C 
rated structure, the property does not warrant protection under the City’s LCP, or state or 
federal guidelines.  The existing residence is located 12 feet from the northerly side 
property line and 38 feet from the front property line.  The nearest vertical access to the 
beach is located at Avenue C, approximately 300 feet to the south.  
 
The site has a land use designation of Medium Density Multi-Family Residential and is 
zoned as Medium Density Multi Family Residential, and the proposed six unit 
condominium project is consistent with this designation.  In the vicinity of the site, there 
is an eclectic mix of residential uses, ranging from a 68 unit, 9 story building located to 
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the north of the site, and a B rated historic residence with 2 units and 2 stories located just 
to the south.    
 
 
2.  Proposed Development 
 
The applicants propose to demolish the existing structure, and construct a new, six unit 
attached 30’ high condominium building, with a total square footage of 17,144. 
Seventeen (17) parking spaces will be provided on the site for the proposed six unit 
building.  The proposed residence would be located, at its closest, approximately 6 feet 
from the northerly side property line and 18 feet from the front property line.  A site plan 
is included as Exhibit 2. 
 
 
B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis 
 
Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of 
a local government action carried out pursuant to Section 30600(b) unless it finds that no 
substantial issue exists as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program or the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act.  The term “substantial issue” is not defined in 
the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.  Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s 
regulations simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that 
the appellant raises no significant questions”.  In previous decisions on appeals, the 
Commission has at times, on a case-by-case basis, used the following factors in 
determining the substantial issue question 
 
1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that 

the development is consistent or inconsistent with the Local Coastal Program; 
 
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved by the local government; 
 
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
 
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future 

interpretations of its LCP; and, 
 
5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 

significance. 
 
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may 
obtain judicial review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition 
for a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5, within 60 
days after the decision or action has become final. 
 
As stated in Section III of this report, the grounds for appeal of a coastal development 
permit issued by the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program are 
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specific.  In this case, the local Coastal Development Permit may be appealed to the 
Commission on the grounds that it does not conform to the certified Local Coastal 
Program.  The Commission must then decide whether a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed in order to decide whether to 
hear the appeal de novo. 
 
In making the substantial issue assessment, the Commission considers whether the 
appellants’ contentions regarding the inconsistency of the local government action with 
the certified LCP raise substantial issues in terms of the extent and scope of the approved 
development, the support for the local action, the precedential nature of the project, 
whether a significant coastal resource would be affected, and whether the appeal has 
statewide significance. 
 
In this case, the appellants contend that the City's approval of the proposed project does 
not conform to the requirements of the scenic view policies of the Local Coastal Program 
and Coastal Act Section 30251.  
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with 
respect to whether the approval of the project is consistent with the certified LCP for the 
reasons set forth below. 
 
 
C. Substantial Issue Analysis 
 
1.  Scenic Resources 
 
The proposed development does not conflict with the specific view protection provisions 
in the City of Redondo Beach certified LCP.  The implementing ordinances (LIP) of the 
LCP, however, invoke the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Section 10-5.2218(a) of 
the Implementation Plan (IP) portion of the certified LCP states: 
 

“Approval, conditional approval, or denial of any Coastal Development Permit by the 
City of Redondo Beach shall be based upon compliance of the proposal with the 
provisions of the certified Redondo Beach Local Coastal Program and consistency with 
the policies of the Coastal Act.”  

 
The LCP therefore references the Coastal Act, including Section 30251, which protects 
visual resources and public views of the ocean.  Coastal Act Section 30251 states:  
 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those 
designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by 
the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate 
to the character of its setting. 
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The City’s certified Implementation Plan states in Section 10-5.102 (in relevant part):  

 
Purposes.  The broad purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for the Coastal Zone are to 
protect and promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to implement the 
policies and the land use plan map of the City of Redondo beach General Plan and the 
Coastal Land Use Plan, as provided in the California Government Code, Title 7, 
Chapters 3 and 4 and in the California Constitution, Article 11, Section 7, and in Section 
30513 of the Public Resources Code (California Coastal Act).  More specifically, the 
Zoning Ordinance for the Coastal Zone is intended to provide a precise guide for the 
growth and development of the City in order to:  

a) Carry out the California Coastal Act as applied to the City in the Coastal 
Land Use Plan;  
b) Maximize public access to and public views of the coastline… 

 
 
a. Appellant’s Contentions 
 
The appellants contend that the project does not comply with Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act, or the certified Local Coastal Program because the project obstructs an 
established view and does not maximize public views of the coastline.  The appellants 
state that the project would obstruct views of the ocean, whitewater, and coastline.  The 
full text of the appeal is included as Exhibit 1. 
 
 
b. Substantial Issue Analysis 
 
The appellants state that the project does not maximize public views, because the project 
would impact existing views from Avenue B, a public street perpendicular to the 
coastline.  However, the views referenced by the appeal are located within the building 
envelope which is allowed by the City’s certified Implementation Plan.  IP section 10-
5.516 requires the building to have a side setback of at least 6 feet (for a lot with a width 
between 50-100 feet), and a front setback of at least 18 feet (on average).  The existing 
structure is located 12 feet from the northerly side property line and 38 feet from the front 
property line.  The proposed structure is consistent with the setback requirements, at a 
minimum of 6 feet from the side property line and 18 feet from the front property line.  
The proposed setbacks are also visually compatible with the character and existing 
pattern of development in the area, as each of the corner lots in the vicinity of the site 
have a 5 to 6 foot side setback, and most of the residences have a front setback of 18 feet 
or less (Exhibit 4). The Implementation Plan, including the setback policies, was 
designed, in part, to ensure the protection of ocean views.  These setbacks are the specific 
standards for the siting of development on the subject property, and the proposed project 
satisfies these requirements.  There are no other more specific policies or standards for 
the site, such as designated view corridors or other policies which specifically require the 
protection of views from Avenue B.  Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with 
the City’s certified LCP. 
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The proposed development would result in only a minor impact to public views.  The 
proposed project would not impact the unobstructed ocean views from Esplanade, the 
street located closest to and paralleling the beach.  Rather, the appeal raises the issue of 
view impacts from Avenue B, a residential street perpendicular to the ocean.  The view 
impacts at issue are not for the obstruction of an ocean view, but rather the issue of 
whether narrowing the width of the ocean view along Avenue B is inconsistent with the 
certified LCP.  The proposed structure takes up a small portion of the viewshed and the 
impact of the development is less noticeable with views at a distance from the subject 
site.  Therefore, the effects of the development on ocean views are further limited to 
nearer the subject site, with the main effects centered on a 1 block area between 
Esplanade (the road along the blufftop), and South Catalina Avenue, (the next road 
inland).  The City reviewed the effects of the project on views from this area through a 
series of photo simulations, which are attached as Exhibit 3.  At Avenue B and S Catalina 
Ave, the proposed residence takes up a small portion of the total view, and the effects of 
the proposed development are similar to those of the existing structure.   The proposed 
building takes up a larger portion of the available viewshed when the viewer moves 
closer to Esplanade along Avenue B.  However, this effect is limited because moving 
towards Esplanade also increases the width of the view of the ocean.  Furthermore, 
viewers which are most affected by the proposed development, close to the intersection 
of Esplanade and Avenue B, are also subject to the least impact from the proposed 
development as they are only a short distance from the full unrestricted ocean views on 
Esplanade.   
 
The appellants state that Coastal Act Section 30251 and IP section 10-5.102 require the 
maximization of views, and that the project’s narrowing of an existing view means that 
the project is inconsistent with the LCP.  However, the cited provisions are general in 
nature.  Although there is description in the LUP of the availability and importance of 
views from Esplanade, there is no such description of the importance of views from 
Avenue B, no LUP policies requiring a view corridor down Avenue B, and no other view 
protection policies for this area to be carried out by IP standards.  Section 10-5.102 is 
located in the first section of the Implementation Plan, and states what the overall 
purpose of the Implementation Plan is and what goals the Implementation Plan is 
designed to carry out.  The section does not contain specific standards for how the 
maximization of views is to be carried out.  These are contained in the later sections of 
the IP, such as Section 10-5.516 regarding development standards for properties zoned 
Residential Medium Density, which the project complies with.  Likewise, Coastal Act 
Section 30251 requires that  “visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected....” and that “Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect 
views to and along the ocean…”  Although the proposed project would result in some 
impacts to the south side of the existing view down Avenue B, these impacts are minor 
and would not result in a significant impact to the existing views of the ocean.  The 
project does take steps to minimize these effects and protect public views, including 
tapering the front of the building from a 6 foot setback to a 11 feet 2 inch setback at the 
front of the building to allow additional views across the front of the property.  
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Therefore the City’s action does not raise a substantial issue as to the consistency of the 
proposed project with the Certified LCP.  
 
 
2. Protection Of Public Views Across Private Property. 
 
a. Appellants Contentions 
 
The appeal states that the City’s decision asserted that the LCP did not protect public 
views which cross private property.  The appellants state that this assertion is not 
consistent with the City’s LCP.   
 
b. Analysis  
 
The Staff Report for the City Council hearing on July 2, 2013 states:  
 

The Coastal Act … does not provide a definition or further clarification of “views 
to… the ocean.” Given the lack of definition or further clarification the City’s past 
policy and practices has been to interpret “views to the ocean” as views looking 
down the public right-of way of streets that have ocean views. “Views to the 
ocean” have never been interpreted to mean views across private property.   

 
The City interprets the LCP to mean that the only public views which are protected in the 
City are views located down public rights of way.  The appellants are correct that this 
interpretation is inconsistent with the certified LCP. For instance, in the Commission’s 
certification of the LCP for the harbor area of Redondo Beach, the Commission required 
the certified Land Use Plan include requirements for Commercial Recreation Sub-area 1, 
that “New development shall not obstruct views from Czuleger Park”, and for 
Commercial recreation, Sub-Area 3, it states “New development projects shall include 
view corridors to the water from N. Harbor Drive.”  These policies are designed to ensure 
that future new development on public or private property not result in obstructions to 
ocean views.  If only views over public rights of way were protected, these policies 
would not be able to require avoidance of impacts on private property, and the policies 
could not achieve their intended effect.  Therefore, the City’s LCP does protect views to 
the water from public viewpoints across private property.   
 
However, in this case, the proposed development is consistent with the required 
development standards for Residential Medium Density development, and the project 
would not result in a significant impact to public views of the water.  Therefore, although 
the City’s action includes a misinterpretation of its LCP, the City’s action resulted in a 
project which is consistent with the view protection policies of the LCP. 
 
3. Conclusion 
 
Based upon a review of all of the information provided to the Commission regarding this 
project, the Commission finds that the proposed development is consistent with the view 
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preservation policies of the LCP and the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal does not raise a substantial issue 
regarding the proposed development’s conformity with the certified LCP  
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